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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 10, 14, and 16 objected to because of the following informalities: 
Regarding claim 10, an objection is made to the use of the phrase "capable of 

on lines 3, 4, and 7. This phrase constitutes optional language that does not further 
limit this claim (See MPEP 2106, II, C). 

Regarding claim 14, an objection is made to the use of the phrase "are able to" 
on line 6. This phrase constitutes optional language that does not further limit this claim 
(See MPEP 2106, II, C). 

Regarding claim 16, an objection is made to the use of the phrase "are able to" 
on line 2. This phrase constitutes optional language that does not further limit this claim 
(See MPEP 2106, II, C). 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 

form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1, 3-8, 10-12, 14, and 17-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Krishnarajah et al. (U.S. 2003/0081592) ("Krishnarajah"). 
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Krishnarajah teaches all of the limitations of the listed claims with the reasoning that 
follows. 

Regarding claim 1, "a method for transmitting a file stream using quality of 
service capable links" is anticipated by the transmission method shown in Figure 4. 

"Identifying important bits and less important bits within the file stream, the 
important bits being those of which corruption will disrupt an entire frame of the file 
stream" is anticipated by page 4, paragraph [0048], which states that high priority, high 
quality of service, and/or important bits are identified and appropriately handled without 
having to treat all of the data in a payload using a higher treatment class as well as 
page 6, paragraph [0058], which indicates different classes of bits and how unequal 
error protection is applied to the class of bits based on which bits (important bits) cause 
corruption to a particular frame. 

"Negotiating quality of service parameters for at least two streams, wherein one 
of the two streams has a higher quality of service level" is anticipated by page 1 , 
paragraph [0007], which states the providing of different services or treatments 
(different quality of service) to different portions of a payload based on the importance of 
the different payload bits. 

"Placing the important bits in the one of the two streams having the higher quality 
of service level" and "placing the less important bits in a second of the at least two 
streams" is anticipated by step 58 of Figure 4, which maps the groups of bits to different 
bearers that have different treatments (QoS). 
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Lastly, "transmitting the at least two streams" is anticipated by the transmission of 
the stream of packets on the first and second bearers over a communications channel 
via transmitter 46 as spoken of on page 3, paragraph [0038]. 

Regarding claim 3, "negotiating different quality of service parameters for each 
file stream, the negotiated quality of service corresponding to an identified importance of 
bits within the file stream" is anticipated by page 1, paragraph [0007], which states the 
providing of different services or treatments (different quality of service) to different 
portions of a payload based on the importance of the different payload bits. 

Regarding claim 4, "wherein the negotiated quality of service parameter is a bit 
error rate" is anticipated by page 5, Table 2, which shows a defined residual bit error 
ratio exists for each bearer traffic class. 

Regarding claim 5, "wherein the steps of placing important bits and placing less 
important bits do not include otherwise encoding the important bits" is anticipated by 
step 58 of Figure 4, which maps the groups of bits to different bearers that have 
different treatments (QoS). 

Regarding claim 6, "wherein lower layers in a communications stack within a 
transmitting device perform error detection and correction encoding on the file streams 
according to the negotiated quality of service" is anticipated by page 6, paragraph 
[0058], which states that AMR CODEC applies error correction to Class A bits while 
tolerating more bit errors (no error protection or lesser degree) in Class B and C bits. 

Regarding claim 7, "transmitting the at least two streams over a quality of service 
capable transmission link" is anticipated by the transmission of the stream of packets on 
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the first and second bearers over a communications channel via transmitter 46 as 
spoken of on page 3, paragraph [0038], 

Regarding claim 8, "wherein the at least two streams are transmitted 
simultaneously over the quality of service capable transmission link" is anticipated by 
the transmission of the stream of packets on the first and second bearers over a 
communications channel via transmitter 46 as spoken of on page 3, paragraph [0038], 

Regarding claim 10, "a system for transmitting compressed data" is anticipated 
by the UMTS shown in Figure 9. 

"A network capable of supporting quality of service negotiations" is anticipated by 
the UTRAN shown in Figure 1 1 that provides radio bearer services to the radio access 
bearers, which have respective QoS classes or treatment as spoken of on page 5, 
paragraph [0054]. 

"A link capable of supporting quality of service channels" is anticipated by the 
radio link between user equipment (UE) and the UTRAN of Figure 1 1 used for 
transmission of radio bearer services. 

Lastly, "a software component for negotiating quality of service parameters with 
the network, the software component being located above a transport layer of the 
network, the software component capable of identifying important bits within a file 
stream and separating the important bits and less important bits in two separate file 
streams having different quality of service parameters" is anticipated by the application 
program 150 shown in Figure 13 that uses an AMR CODEC 151 to generate a payload 
which is divided into different payload classes A, B, and C (important bits and less 
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important bits) in block 152 and later mapped onto corresponding radio bearers RB1- 
RBN as spoken of on page 6, paragraph [0060]. 

Regarding claim 11, "wherein the network is a wireless network" is anticipated by 
the network shown in Figure 1 1 with radio link between user equipment (UE) and the 
UTRAN. 

Regarding claim 12, "wherein the software component is a software plug-in 
applied to existing compiled software" is anticipated by the application program 150 
shown in Figure 13 that uses an AMR CODEC 151 to generate a payload which is 
divided into different payload classes A, B, and C (important bits and less important bits) 
in block 152 and later mapped onto corresponding radio bearers RB1-RBN as spoken 
of on page 6, paragraph [0060]. 

Regarding claim 14, "a method of transmitting and receiving compressed data" is 
anticipated by the transmission method shown in Figure 4. 

"Identifying gradations of importance of bits.within a file stream by identifying bits 
that must be correctly received by the receiving device for a successful transmission 
and identifying bit that are able to be discarded or transmitted via lossy compression 
techniques without detectable signal degradation" as well as "associating bits within the 
file stream with the identified gradations of importance such that important bits and less 
important bits are identified" is anticipated by page 4, paragraph [0048], which states 
that high priority, high quality of service, and/or important bits are identified and 
appropriately handled without having to treat all of the data in a payload using a higher 
treatment class as well as page 6, paragraph [0058], which indicates different classes of 
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bits and how unequal error protection is applied to the class of bits based on which bits 
(important bits) cause corruption to a particular frame. 

"Negotiating quality of service parameters for each of a plurality of file streams, 
the plurality of file streams equal to a number of gradations of importance" is anticipated 
by page 1, paragraph [0007], which states the providing of different services or 
treatments (different quality of service) to different portions of a payload based on the 
importance of the different payload bits. 

"Separating important bits into a first of the plurality of file streams having a 
higher level of error correction based on the negotiated quality of service" as well as 
"separating less important bits into remaining file streams according to their respective 
gradations of importance" is anticipated by step 58 of Figure 4, which maps the groups 
of bits to different bearers that have different treatments (different error protection or 
QoS), as well as page 5, Table 1, which shows different QoS classes of traffic. 

"Transmitting the file streams to a receiving device" is anticipated by the 
transmission of the stream of packets on the first and second bearers over a 
communications channel via transmitter 46 as spoken of on page 3, paragraph [0038]. 

"Synchronizing the file streams received by the receiving device" is anticipated by 
the processing and classification of packets by a packet processor in steps 92 and 94 of 
Figure 6. 

Lastly, "combining the received file streams into a single stream" and "passing 
the single stream to a device for viewing" is anticipated by the combining of packet bits 
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into a data payload and providing this payload as user data to an application in the 
receiving host as spoken of on page 3, paragraph [0041]. 

Regarding claim 17, "negotiating quality of service parameters comprises: 
negotiating a bit error rate" is anticipated by page 5, Table 2, which shows a defined 
residual bit error ratio exists for each bearer traffic class. 

Regarding claim 18, "wherein negotiating quality of service parameters 
comprises: negotiating a latency rate and a consistent throughput rate" is anticipated by 
page 5, Table 2, which shows a defined transfer delay (latency rate) and guaranteed bit 
rate (consistent throughput rate) exist for each bearer traffic class. 

Regarding claim 19, "wherein separating important bits and separating less 
important bits does not include encoding the important bits or the less important bits" is 
anticipated by step 58 of Figure 4, which maps the groups of bits to different bearers 
that have different treatments (QoS). Lastly, "wherein lower layers of a communication 
stack on the network perform error detection and correction encoding according to the 
negotiated quality of service parameters" is anticipated by page 6, paragraph [0058], 
which states that AMR CODEC applies error correction to Class A bits while tolerating 
more bit errors (no error protection or lesser degree) in Class B and C bits. 

Regarding claim 20, "passing the file streams down a communications stack on 
the network, wherein each layer of the communications stack adds error correction and 
detection coding consistent with the negotiated quality of service parameters" is 
anticipated by page 6, paragraph [0058], which states that AMR CODEC applies error 
correction to Class A bits while tolerating more bit errors (no error protection or lesser 
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degree) in Class B and C bits. Lastly, "transmitting the streams over a quality of service 
capable link" is anticipated by the transmission of the stream of packets on the first and 
second bearers over a communications channel via transmitter 46 as spoken of on 
page 3, paragraph [0038]. 

Regarding claim 21, "wherein synchronizing and combining the received file 
streams is performed by an embedded component on the receiving device" is 
anticipated by the combining of packet bits into a data payload and providing this 
payload as user data to an application in the receiving host by a packet processor 
(embedded component) as spoken of on page 3, paragraphs [0040] and [0041], 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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6. Claims 9 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Krishnarajah et al. (U.S. 2003/0081592) ("Krishnarajah"). 

Regarding claim 9, Krishnarajah teaches the method of claim 1. Krishnarajah 
does not explicitly teach where a received signal quality is improved as much as 2dB to 
5dB on noisy transmission channels without causing additional delays in the 
transmission. However, Krishnarajah does teach how important bits are identified and 
appropriately handled without having to treat all of the data in a payload using a higher 
treatment class in order to conserve bandwidth on page 4, paragraph [0048]. 
Krishnarajah also teaches that unequal error protection is employed in a way that is 
transparent to routers and intermediate nodes so that forwarding speed/performance is 
not impacted on page 4, paragraph [0048]. It would have been obvious to someone 
skilled in the art to use the packet classification and unequal error protection teachings 
of Krishnarajah in order to improve the signal quality to some degree. 

Regarding claim 16, Krishnarajah teaches the method of claim 14. Krishnarajah 
does not explicitly teach wherein the identified bits that may be discarded include 
sounds beyond the range of human hearing or sounds overwhelmed by other sounds 
for audio transmissions, white lines or extremely fine detail within an image, white lines 
between lines of text on a page, and identically shaded pixels within an image. 
However, Krishnarajah does teach the dividing of payload data into different classes of 
treatment based upon importance of the individual bits on page 1, paragraph [0007], It 
would have been obvious to someone skilled in the art to use the teachings of 
Krishnarajah to identify the above sounds and white lines and identically shaded pixels 
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as less important bits of information in order to allow more important bits of information 
to be transmitted more efficiently. 

Response to Arguments 
7. Applicant's arguments filed 7/15/2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Regarding amended claim 1, Applicant argues that Krishnarajah does not teach 
that the bits that will disrupt an entire frame are identified. However, as described 
above, Krishnarajah further teaches on page 6, paragraph [0058], that different classes 
of bits are given unequal error protection based on which bits (important bits) cause 
corruption to a particular frame. It is therefore held that Krishnarajah anticipates this 
limitation. 

Regarding claim 10, Applicant argues that Krishnarajah does not teach that the 
application program 150 shown in Figure 13, that uses an AMR CODEC 151 to 
generate a payload which is divided into different payload classes A, B, and C 
(important bits and less important bits) in block 152 and later mapped onto 
corresponding radio bearers RB1-RBN as spoken of on page 6, paragraph [0060], is 
located above a transport layer of the network. However, Krishnarajah further states on 
page 3, paragraph [0042], that the dividing of each frame into different classes of bits 
occurs in the application layer. It is held that the application layer resides above a 
transport layer of the network. 

Regarding amended claim 14, Applicant argues that Krishnarajah does not teach 
that the bits that are required for a successful transmission are identified and that bits 
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that are able to be discarded or transmitted via lossy compression techniques are 
identified. However, as described above, Krishnarajah further teaches on page 6, 
paragraph [0058], that different classes of bits are given unequal error protection based 
on which bits (important bits required for successful transmission) cause corruption to a 
particular frame. It is therefore held that Krishnarajah anticipates this limitation. 

Regarding claim 9, Applicant argues that one skilled in the art would not be 
motivated to improve the signal quality by 2dB to 5dB. However, Krishnarajah does 
teach how important bits are identified and appropriately handled without having to treat 
all of the data in a payload using a higher treatment class in order to conserve 
bandwidth on page 4, paragraph [0048], Krishnarajah also teaches that unequal error 
protection is employed in a way that is transparent to routers and intermediate nodes so 
that forwarding speed/performance is not impacted on page 4, paragraph [0048]. It is 
held that someone skilled in the art would have been motivated to use the packet 
classification and unequal error protection teachings of Krishnarajah in order to improve 
the signal quality to some degree. 

Regarding claim 16, Applicant argues that one skilled in the art would not be 
motivated to discard bits identified as representing sounds beyond the range of human 
hearing or bits representing white lines or fine details in an image. However, 
Krishnarajah does teach the dividing of payload data into different classes of treatment 
based upon importance of the individual bits on page 1, paragraph [0007]. It is held that 
someone skilled in the art would have been motivated to use the teachings of 
Krishnarajah to identify the above sounds and white lines and identically shaded pixels 
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as less important bits of information in order to allow more important bits of information 
to be transmitted more efficiently. 

Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael J. Moore, Jr. whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3168. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (8:30am - 
5:00pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Seema S. Rao can be reached at (571) 272-3174. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Michael J. Moore, Jr. 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2666 
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